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Abstract 
One hundred and eighty-four subjects observed a theft, made an identification 
from a lineup, and answered other questions about the event. Half the subjects 
were informed that the theft was staged prior to viewing a lineup, while the 
other half believed that the theft was real throughout the experiment (ie. 
informed vs. uninformed eyewitnesses, respectively). The physical similarity of the 
lineup foils to the criminal (i.e, lineup similarity) was also manipulated as well as 
the presence or absence of the criminal in the lineup. The subjects’ selection 
from the lineup was recorded. In addition, a predecision measure of confidence, 
a postdecision measure of confidence, a behavioroid measure of cooperation, a 
behavioroid measure of confidence, and an Embedded Figures Test score were 
obtained. When the criminal was in the lineup, uninformed witnesses were less 
accurate than informed witnesses. The information variable did not affect witness 
accuracy when the criminal was not in the lineup. For choosers only, the 
postdecision confidence measure and the behavioroid confidence measure were 
significantly correlated with accuracy. Multiple regression was used to predict 
the informed group’s accuracy from the three measures of confidence, the 
measure of cooperation, and the Embedded Figures Test. A similar multiple 
regression was calculated for the uninformed group. The multiple regression for 
the informed group was significant, and it was also significantly higher than the 
regression for the uninformed group. The multiple regression for the uninformed 
group was not significant. Lineup similarity had a marginal effect on accuracy. 
Lineup similarity did not interact with the information variable. There was no 
difference between informed and uninformed subjects on willingness to make an 


identification. 
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lt has long been recognized that psychology might be usefully applied to 
eyewitness testimony (Munsterberg, 1908). Yarmey (1979) notes that both Freud, 
in 1906, and Watson, in 1913, discussed the importance of psychology for 
eyewitness testimony and jury decision making. This issue has been explored 
through both facial recognition research and eyewitness research. 

In facial recognition research, the subject first views photographs of 
individuals. A second set of photographs is then introduced. This second set 
contains pictures of individuals who were in the original set of photographs and 
pictures of individuals who were not in the origina! set of photographs. The 
facial recognition task is to view the second set of photographs and identify 
those individuals who were also in the original set of pictures. 

In eyewitness research, a crime is staged and then individuals are asked 
to view a lineup (or a set of pictures). The subjects are expected to either 
identify the criminal or state that the criminal is not in the lineup. As will be 
discussed below, there are problems in generalizing to the real world criminal 
justice system from either facial recognition research or from eyewitness 


research. 


A. Facial Recognition Research 

Recently, investigators have attempted to examine the variables that affect 
facial recognition. This research has obvious implications for the criminal justice 
system especially for understanding the variables that operate in eyewitness 
identifications. Unfortunately, comparison between experiments is difficult because 
of stimulus differences between experiments. For example, some experimenters 
use schematic faces, others use photos, and still others use faces made by 
selecting from many possible eyes, noses, etc. Despite difficulties generated by 
stimulus variability, some findings are generally agreed upon. 

The ability of subjects to verbally describe a particular face is not 
correlated with the ability to recognize the face when it is presented again. 
(Goldstein, Johnson, & Chance, 1979). In general, when experimenters use 


Caucasian faces and Caucasian subjects and immediate recall, recognition accuracy 
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rates vary between 54% and 96% with an average of about 79% (Clifford and 
Bullew i978, to193). 

In addition to the generally high accuracy rates, investigators have found 
that only minor changes in accuracy occur when delays of up to one week are 
interposed between the first and second viewing of the face. For example, 
Laugherty, Fessler, & Lenorovitz (1974) found that similar accuracy was obtained 
whether a four minute or a one week delay was used. Brown, Deffenbacher, & 
Sturgill (1977) found that, even with a two day interval between original viewing 
and testing for recognition, subjects were able to correctly identify 96% of the 
faces. However, Brown et al.'s subjects performed only slightly better than 
chance when it came to recalling where they had seen the face. 

It is also agreed that the upper portion of the face, particularly the 
forehead, hairline, and eyes, is more important for recognition than the lower 
portion of the face (Yarmey, 1979, p. 116). However, it is also agreed that 
faces are not recognized solely on the analysis of individual features (Yarmey, 
1979, peri 16): 

Other factors that influence facial recognition are judged attractiveness, 
distinctiveness, and likeableness of the face (Light, Stuart, & Hollander, 1979; 
Yarmey, 1975; Yarmey, 1978). Cross, Cross, and Daly (1971) found that faces 
independently rated as attractive are more likely to be identified; while Shepherd 
& Ellis (1973) report that faces rated "high’ on attractiveness and faces rated 
"low" on attractiveness were more easily identified after five weeks than faces 
rated "medium" on attractiveness. 

Research with facial recognition has also established that some faces are 
more difficult to discriminate than others Cohen & Carr (1975) and Light et al. 
(1979) found that, if attention is not called to the dimension of distinctiveness 
during the initial viewing of the face, faces rated "low" in distinctiveness are 
more difficult to recognize; and when they are used as decoys, they result in 
more misidentifications. Goldstein, Stephenson, and Chance (1977) note that some 
faces are never mistaken for the target face while other faces are often 


mistaken for the target. 
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Laugherty et al. (1974) concluded that the critical variables determining 
whether a correct identification will occur are the number of faces from which 
the selection is to be made and the homogeneity of the faces. In one of 
Laugherty et al’s (1974) experiments, homogeneity was based on the amount of 
overlap on nine physical characteristics — hair color, hair length, age, build, eye 
color, glasses, moustache, beard, and length and shape of sideburns. In another 
experiment, homogeneity was based on similarity ratings obtained from the 
subjects. Both homogeneity and number of faces are inversely related to the 
probability of a correct identification. 

It is also known that recognition is substantially altered by simply 
changing non-permanent aspects of the individual's appearance. For instance, 
removing a beard caused accuracy to drop from 97.5% to 42% (Laugherty & 
Fowler, 1977). Laugherty & Fowler have also analyzed misidentifications. They 
found that when a decoy is mistakenly identified for the target, it is usually the 
case that the decoy has long hair and/or a beard and/or a moustache. They 
argue that subjects rely heavily on changeable aspects of facial appearance. 
Expression is also easily changed and both Galper (1970) and Sorce & Campos 
(1974) have discovered that if the target's expression is not the same on both 
photo presentations, accuracy decreases. 

Bower & Karlin (1974), Warrington & Ackroyd (1975), and Strnad & 
Mueller (1977) all found that asking subjects to make a judgment as to whether 
a face appeared pleasant or honest resulted in significantly better recognition 
than asking the subjects to make a more superficial judgment regarding the 
face (e.g., size or sex). Yarmey (1978) found that when the subjects were 
required to make attributions regarding the face (eg., happy), a two-second 
viewing of the photo was sufficient to insure 89% correct recognitions. In 
addition, Yarmey (1979) states that memory is positively correlated with the 
number of different dimensions on which these judgments are made 

It has been argued that attention to these “deeper” dimensions, rather 
than the dimension per se, is the important factor in the improved recognition 
(Bower & Karlin, 1974; Yarmey, 1975). This view is supported by Winograd 


(1976) who demonstrated that making a judgment with respect to the 
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dimensions of honesty and pleasantness improved performance recognition 
regardiess of whether the subject decides that the target possesses the quality , 
or decides that the target does not possess the quality. All the above has 
obvious implications for any lineup. For example, deeper dimensions at the time 
of the crime should increase the witness's accuracy when he/she views the 
lineup. 

The improved accuracy in facial recognition that results from attention to 
one or more relevant dimensions also occurs in the more general paradigm of 
discrimination learning. Gibson (1967 p. 99) argues that discrimination learning is 
facilitated when properties on which the stimuli differ are emphasized in training. 
This suggests the possibility that requiring subjects to make judgments regarding 
types of noses would increase accuracy by the same means as the judgments 
regarding pleasantness, etc. (i.e, by calling attention to a relevant dimension). 
However, research indicates that this is not the case. Patterson & Baddeley 
(1977) found that judgments regarding personality characteristics of the target 
resulted in better recognition performance than judgments about facial features 
(e.g., type of nose). The effect of these judgment tasks on memory are 
generally included under a conceptual framework of levels of processing 
originally developed by Craik and Lockhart (1972). The underlying assumption of 
the levels of processing approach is that a stimulus is processed through a 
series of stages with different types of information being extracted from the 
stimulus at successive stages. The more levels or stages through which the 
stimulus is processed the better its retrievability from memory. Presumably, tasks 
requiring judgments such as honesty require these deeper levels of processing 
more than do tasks requiring more superficial judgments such as sex. Loftus 
(1979), on the other hand, suggests that judgments regarding personality 
characteristics may improve recognition relative to judgments regarding facial 
features because the former requires an analysis of the entire face as opposed 
to only a single feature of the face. The former is also more “semantic”. That 
is the subject must relate the face to more abstract qualities, which may result 


in a more fully elaborated memory representation. 
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B. Eyewitness Literature and Comparisons Between the Eyewitness Literature 
and the Facial Recognition Literature 

There are similarities between results obtained in the facial recognition 
experiments and results obtained in eyewitness experiments. For example, Brown 
et al, Study 2, (1977) found that when subjects view a crime, then view mug 
shots, and then view the lineup, the subjects confused the confederate criminal 
with faces seen only in the mug shots. This confusion is analogous to Brown 
et al’s Study 1 (1977) finding that subjects could recognize a previously seen 
face, but had trouble in determining where they had seen the face. 

In addition, Lindsay & Wells (1980) found that increasing the physical 
similarity of the lineup members to a witness's verbal description of the criminal 
(i.@., increasing similarity) decreased selections of the criminal. This is comparable 
to Laugherty et als (1974) finding that increasing homogeneity between faces 
decreases recognition accuracy. However, facial recognition research usually 
defines accuracy differently than does eyewitness research. In facial recognition 
experiments, accuracy is simply the number of correct identifications divided by 
the total number of choices; but that portion of the eyewitness research that 
deals with the problem of similarity between lineup members uses a more 
ecologically—valid definition of accuracy. 

In the real world, it is generally the case that all members of the lineup 
except the suspect are known to be innocent. Since no criminal proceedings 
will ensue from the selection of someone other than the suspect, accuracy can 
be calculated as the number of correct identifications in a lineup that includes 
the actual criminal divided by the number of identifications of the person in the 
criminal-absent lineup who is designated as the innocent suspect (Lindsay & 
Wells, 1980). Although the resultant ratio of correct identifications (when the 
target is present in the choice set) to incorrect identifications (when the target 
is absent from the choice set) leads to a somewhat different definition of 
accuracy than is traditionally used, the definition is one that more closely 
approximates the operational characteristics of the criminal justice system. 

When Lindsay & Wells (1980) used this definition of accuracy, they were 


able to show that increases in similarity between lineup members (i.e., what 
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Wells, Leippe, & Ostrom (1979) refer to as increasing functional size) resulted 
in a decline in accurate identifications {i.e., identifications of the criminal), but an 
even greater decline in false identifications (i.e. identifications of the innocent 
suspect). Thus, choices of the correct face could be said to decrease as 
similarity among the choice set increases (as suggested by the facial—-recognition 
literature), but the similarity variable has an even stronger effect on reducing 
choices of the wrong face (i.e., innocent suspect) when the correct face is 
absent from the choice set. 

Lindsay & Wells (1980) argue that when their definition of accuracy is 
used, high lineup similarity (functional size) increases accuracy by necessitating a 
deeper level of analysis and necessitating more elaborate use of memorial 
processes rather than surface analysis. The term "functional size” is meant to 
characterize the number of functional or p/aus/b/e members in the lineup, based 
on physical similarity, and is distinquished from nominal size or the mere 
number of persons in the lineup. The functional size of a lineup is calculated 
by providing individuals who have not seen the criminal (i.e. mock witnesses) 
with a description of the criminal and asking the mock witnesses to select the 
criminal from the lineup on the basis of the description. The total number of 
identifications are divided by the number of selections of the suspect. Thus, a 
lineup in which 50% of the mock witnesses choose the suspect has a 


functional size of two, regardless of its nominal size. 


C. Problems with Generalization from Facial Recognition Research to the 
Real World 

As previously noted, Lindsay and Wells (1980) point out that in the 
criminal justice system, lineups are usually composed of only one suspect. All 
other members of the lineup are known to be innocent. This means a false 
identification is only significant in the case where an innocent suspect is 
identified as the criminal. In terms of laboratory research, the comparable 
situation would be a lineup in which the confederate criminal is absent; and in 
addition, the selection of any individual in the lineup other than the previously 


designated innocent suspect is not counted as a false identification since no 
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prosecution would result from this selection. Lindsay and Wells (1980) defined 
the innocent suspect as the member of the lineup who the witnesses most 
often misidentified as the criminal. Lindsay & Wells (1980) used this method of 
calculating false identifications and manipulated functional size (i.e. physical 
similarity between the members of the lineup). When the functional size of the 
lineup was 2.44 and the criminal was not in the lineup, Lindsay & Wells found 
that 31% of those who attempted an identification choose the innocent suspect. 
However, when the criminal absent lineup with a functional size of 1.1 was 
used, 70% of those who attempted an identification, identified the innocent 
suspect. 

Accuracy rates obtained using the eyewitness procedure tend to be lower 
than the accuracy rates obtained in some facial recognition tasks (eg,, 
Deffenbacher et al. 1975). Wells, Lindsay, & Ferguson (1979) found that 26% 
of the identifications made by witnesses were false identifications (ie. someone 
other than the criminal confederate was identified as the criminal) while Leippe 
et al. (1978) found that more than 50% of the identifications made by 
witnesses were false identifications. Neither of these studies used a criminal 
absent lineup (ie, It was always possible to choose the criminal.) 

Of course, accuracy rates are not necessarily comparable across 
eyewitness experiments because accuracy is affected by a multitude of variables 
(e.g., viewing time and frequency, salience, expectations, etc.; Loftus, 1979). 
Accuracy could be affected by a change in any of these variables. For example, 
Lindsay, Wells, & Rumpel (1980) were able to affect accuracy rates by 
manipulating trivial situational variables. They employed three groups. In the 
high-accuracy condition, the subject interacted with the criminal for 20 seconds 
and the criminal did not wear a hat. In the moderate-accuracy condition, the 
subject interacted with the criminal for 12 seconds and the criminal wore a 
hat; but the hat did not cover the criminals hair. The low-accuracy condition 
was identical to the moderate condition except that the hat was pulled down 
so that the criminal’s hair and ears were covered. Of the subjects who made 
identifications in Lindsay et als high, moderate, and low situational accuracy 


conditions, 26%, 50%, and 67% respectively were false identifications. In addition, 
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witnesses in the low situational accuracy condition were not less likely to 
attempt an identification or less likely to be willing to testify in “court” than 
witnesses in the high situational accuracy condition. 

Despite low accuracy rates, subjects tend to be highly confident of their 
identifications. In fact, accuracy and confidence have been found to be either 
uncorrelated (Brown et al, 1977; Leippe et al, 1978) or only weakly correlated 
(Lindsay et al, 1980; Wells et al. 1979). 

Investigation has also shown that the magnitude of the witness's 
confidence in his/her identification does not reflect situational variables designed 
to raise or lower identification accuracy (Lindsay et al, 1980). Similarly, although 
functional size has been shown to affect accuracy, a witness's confidence in 
his/her accuracy its not altered by changes in the functional size of the lineup 
(Lindsay & Wells, 1980). 

Poor accuracy combined with high confidence does not portend well for 
the use of eyewitness testimony in legal proceedings. This is especially true in 
view of research that indicates that jurors’ belief of a witness is heavily 
determined by the witness's confidence (Lindsay et al, 1980; Wells et al. 1979; 
Wells, Lindsay, & Tousignant, 1980). 

Despite similarities between facial recognition research and eyewitness 
identifications that occur in the real world and between facial recognition 
research and eyewitness research, there are several reasons why it seems 
unlikely that the facial recognition procedure is adequate for generalization to 
the recognition task required of eyewitnesses in the real world. 

First, arousal is known to affect performance. At high levels of arousal, 
performance declines (Yerkes—Dodson Law). This is expecially true of complex 
tasks (e.g., person identification), which involve the integration of several thought 
processes. In addition, as arousal increases, attention may shift from the general 
environment to only a subset of the environment (e.g., a shift from criminal and 
weapon to only the weapon; Easterbrook, 1959). Since facial recognition 
subjects do not believe that they have witnessed a crime, it Is likely that they 
may be less aroused during input than individuals who have witnessed a crime 


and, therefore, encode the situation differently. 


_ 


eh it sa 8 jen aun 
ne Pues Hi (tee aceite se 
Deginnss “yoetaya 4 

siesti 1 treiGiteens eet “od oAUENar disaieiia zeta posse 
jee ee of taut “wed-avet esdehint tre ‘yaaxitas. fnet rl 
biichress Caw alte OO ATRE oof segs. TTR ue to oor & 
| / ete) 6 t> etew Oar tial 
seaediw Se ta sholiraain arr ret wore Selg BER. roegterere:-. Os 
sueqneto atiaghaw lgridcautie tele) tun aeOu eveerat TsTeGy whe eaqaorings — 
rQuom (wield (OPE! 9 fo yatienindyat tome ndifvarlimabe wor 2 aa 


> 
a) eaneteiia> enw; & vt 170M A rmone reed aan ‘cae aoa 7 


quett eft to ays Gisrant sit) eeprann Yo Bmeie tor 2) yosucee renault 
. Be! aw & qe 
70) ew toeiee Mr 2e0m - ore >A Acin itivi .benidma: \oewass “OOF ; 
mw su ylisinéges 2) get 2onteucdn, Seal Ar aomilzs) lahat io sou oe 
vives? bb céahinve A oO. Salat aril sant estan rerld idioma ip wee 
Stet is m viet CDG) (le, te veehttul S$o%etrince eeeantiw: Sf ye atibasinial Ds 
. WW3QU~ rigetio?r vz “ype! per 
zeeeliveye Gr! hosades Nadinpans® iainsh agwied one: valine apa 7 
eauinggwe) iaiseh. ase e835 °06 Show Sat. 467 i 30 -fextt 2a 
armsge 11 ‘Ghy Winget suse A 2Tert! NSyapes s scnitnwtseys bre oy 
st noosa tag ad sidioaie a wutedtr mp Hadi note ‘goat ‘et cert ima 
Shove isa? cf ni sderenngeys Wo demu’ “Hs ee 
igeuens I sayat Lod tA ( SHETOF HKD IIeT BS OF. MOOR 2: tse i Py 
nal ‘9 wr Méoagne at (we) roghoO-es aay cinies asresee : 
ae: lereves, 1 neuen) ett aviovel nairiw= eran eS, | 
le tabinnge wit antes ‘eta "Yrem, MOOI senator eave 2m a 
bre Mews mot ite. pe eee © a oe oneae . 
resins; priate 
yeni cert HRA ar 1 
bead etaeame: 
_ 


J 7 


na. 7 copa is AN) ,7 


CO 


Second, the facial recognition subject is often told that he/she will be 
asked to identify the target person(s) later. This means that he/she can actively 
process the target. But, in everyday experience, observations are often not 
planned and deliberate so that the witness is often not in a position to 
intentionally study and store information regarding the criminal. This "incidential” 
nature of criminal observation can occur either because the witness does not 
realize that a crime has occurred until the criminal has gone or because the 
witness is so surprised by the crime that strategic forms of observation do 
not occur. 

Experiments that ask the subject to study the face and determine 
whether a particular quality (e.g., distinctiveness) is present also differ from the 
real world in that witnesses are not given such instructions. In addition, it's 
argued that recognition memory is not necessarily improved by the mere 
presence of a particular quality. Instead it's the process of deciding whether the 
quality exists that improves recognition memory. Therefore, this aspect of facial 
recognition research can not possibly be applicable to crimes that do not 
provide adequate opportunity or motivation for analyzing the criminal's 
appearance. 

Nevertheless, it's possible that, under certain conditions, real world 
witnesses may also make dispositional judgments about the criminal. For example, 
it may be automatic to judge the criminals meanness, desperation, etc. Unless 
specifically required to do so, its unlikely that the subjects in facial recognition 
research regularly make dispositional judgments about the target. Facial 
recognition research that specifically requires subjects to make such judgments 
may more closely approximate the real world than other types of facial 
recognition research. This rationale is what was used by Leippe, Wells, & 
Ostrom (1978) in the crime seriousness study. Leippe et al. argued that a more 
serious crime produced deeper processing of the criminal’s intentions ("Is he/she 
really a thief?”), which resulted in better recognition performance. 

The facial recognition experiments also differ from the real world in that 
often the identical stimulus (e.g, photo) is used for both the original viewing 


and the later recognition test. In addition, when a different picture is used for 
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the recall task, research indicates that minor changes such as expression affect 
the subject's accuracy. It's highly unlikely in the lineup that one could duplicate 
everything about the criminal including his expression during the crime. In the 
real world, many aspects of the criminal have changed prior to the second 
identification. This makes it risky to generalize to the real world from facial 
recognition tasks in which the same photograph is used for the original viewing 
and the later recognition task. 

A final major difference between facial recognition research and the real 
world is that subjects in facial recognition experiments are not exposed to live 
targets. A live person ts much more dynamic than a picture. It is possible that 
encoding of a dynamically changing individual is more difficult than the more 
limited recognition tasks required in the facial recognition experiments. 

The eyewitness procedure in which a subject actually believes that he/she 
has witnessed a crime does not suffer from any of the above problems. 
Therefore, it seems more appropriate for investigating the problems of real 


world eyewitness identifications. 


D. Possible Problems in Eyewitness Research 

Its possible that the currently used eyewitness laboratory procedure, like 
the facial recognition task, is not a good model of the actual eyewitness 
situation. In the laboratory, the witness is told that the crime was staged prior 
to making an identification. This creates a major distinction between the 
laboratory witness and the witness to an actual crime. Standard eyewitness 
research assumes that the important factor is the subject's belief at the time of 
encoding that a crime occurred. After the initial encoding, it is assumed that no 
differences result from the subject's awareness that the crime was _ simulated. 

However, this assumption is not empirically grounded and seems 
counter—intuitive. In addition, this position is in contrast to considerable evidence 
that memory is affected by conditions at the time of retrieval. Abernathy (1940) 
demonstrated that exam performance decreased when the room used for testing 
was different than the room used for teaching. Lipton (1977) found that asking 


specific questions, instead of letting the subject tell what happened in his/her 
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Own words, increased quantity of recall but reduced accuracy. Loftus & Zanni 
(1975) showed that question wording can affect recall. Asking subjects if they 
saw "the" broken head light is more likely to produce a yes response than is 
asking if the subject saw “a” broken head light. In a similar vein, Loftus & 
Palmer (1974) were able to change estimates of speed by changing the verb in 
the sentence "About how fast were the cars going when they “contacted” each 
other"? Subjects estimates of speed were affected by whether the verb was 
“contacted”, "hit", “bumped”, "collided", or "smashed". 

Possible differences in accuracy 

Both anxiety level at the time of retrieval and the consequences of 
reporting a retrieval are different for the real world witness than they are for 
the laboratory witness. It's possible that this may make generalizations to the 
real world questionable. 

In the real world, witnesses are under pressure both to identify the 
criminal and to be correct in their identifications. This type of pressure, 
especially the pressure created by the need to be correct, can be expected to 
Cause more anxiety than is experienced in the laboratory where making a 
decision, and more importantly, making a correct decision, is not so critical. 

The case for a performance decrement due to increased anxiety at the 
time of retrieval of straightforward. Performance on complex tasks, such as 
eyewitness identifications, is known to be seriously hampered by high levels of 
arousal. This relationship between performance and arousal was previously 
discussed with respect to information input differences between facial 
recognition subjects and eyewitness subjects. 

The consequences of making an identification are clearly not the same 
for both the laboratory subject and the real world witness. The laboratory 
witness knows that no serious consequences for either himself or the suspect 
will result from his/her identification, while the real witness knows that very 
serious Consequences may result from his identification. 

The difference in consequences can be seen by comparing Table Il with 
Table |. In the laboratory, the negative consequences of making an identification 


are minimal and are identical to the negative consequences of not making an 
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identification. . This is not a caution-inducing situation and, therefore, a witness 
may feel free to take his/her best guess as to the identity of the criminal. 

In the real situation, any identification is costly since one must then 
appear in court. Because the consequences in the real world are more serious, 
one may hypothesize that a real witness will be both more cautious and more 
aroused than a laboratory witness in making any identification. In addition, it 
seems likely that many real witnesses would be particularly cautious to avoid 
Box 3 (i.e. sending an innocent person to jail). This means a stricter criterion 
for identifying a suspect may be used in the real world situation 

Although a strong rational case can be made for a change in 
performance due to a change in consequences, the empirical case for the 
consequences variable is less strong than the case for the arousal variable A 
major source of inferential support for the differential consequences hypotheses 
comes from signal detection theory (Egan, 1975). 

Because of methodological differences, signal detection theory is not 
directly applicable to the standard eyewitness research. However, signal detection 
theory is a type of decision theory and, therefore, in some ways, analogous to 
the eyewitness paradigm. Since the two tasks are similar, it seems reasonable, 
as a first approximation, to use signal detection theory metaphorically to 
determine areas of importance for research in the eyewitness paradigm. 

Signal detection theory breaks decisions into two components — the 
subject's ability to detect a signal (e.g, the criminal) in a signal plus noise 
situation (e.g., the lineup) and the subject's willingness to say that he/she has 
detected the signal. Being willing to say that a signal was present can be 
broken down into the subject's expectations regarding whether the signal is 
present and the consequences of reporting the signal. 

In terms of eyewitness research, the subject's expectations include 
variables such as the suggestion that the suspect is in the lineup or differential 
treatment of a particular lineup member (eg. using a color picture for the 
suspect and black and white pictures for the foils). Expectation variables are 
known to be effective in influencing whether a particular eyewitness 


identification will occur (Fanselow & Buckhout, 1976; Malpass & Devine, 1980) 
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thus providing confidence in the metaphorical use of signal detection theory and, 
in particular, providing confidence that the consequences of an identification may 
influence eyewitness behavior. 

The possibility that identification consequences may be an important factor 
in eyewitness identifications is not only suggested by similarities between signal 
detection theory and the eyewitness paradigm. Malpass and Devine (1980) found 
that witnesses were more likely to make an identification (not necessarily an 
accurate one) if they believed that the punishment for the crime would be 
severe rather than trivial. Malpass and Devine (1980) believe that when the 
crime is viewed as a serious infraction, witnesses make more identifications 
because the inconvenience that an identification would cause the witness is 
offset by the importance of identifying the criminal. This is similar to saying 
that the consequences of making an identification influence whether an 
identification is made. 

If witnesses actually are using a different criterion in the real world than 
in the laboratory, then it's possible that the accuracy rates obtained in the 
laboratory are not generalizable to the real world. If the witness employs a 
stricter criterion, he/she will need to be more sure before risking an 
identification. With a strict criterion, both the criminal and innocent suspect 
would be identified less often. However, one might expect that the innocent 
suspect, more often than the criminal, would not meet the stricter criterion for 
identification. Since accuracy is based on the ratio of selections of the criminal 
to selections of the innocent suspect, accuracy would increase under the above 
circumstances. 

Possible differences in confidence ratings and in confidence-accuracy 
relationship 

A stricter criterion also raises the possibility that there may be 
differences between the real world and the laboratory with respect to witness 
confidence. The lower the witness's confidence in the identification, the more 
likely it is that the identification is one that would not meet a stricter criterion. 
Therefore, a stricter criterion may remove low confidence identifications in the 


real world. This means a real world witness who makes an identification may 
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be more confident than a laboratory witness who makes an identification. In 
addition, it's possible that the real world environment might operate to raise or 
lower confidence independently of any changes in accuracy (Leippe, 1980). Since 
confidence and accuracy may both behave differently in the real world than 
they do in the laboratory, its possible that the laboratory confidence-accuracy 
relationships (or lack thereof) do not apply to the real world. 
Possible differences between predecision and postdecision confidence 

Since laboratory witnesses have typically been very confident of their 
decisions, it might be argued that the difference in the consequences of making 
an identification are not that important. However, the confidence measure is 
often collected after an identification has been made. Bem (1972) argues that 
people use their own behavior to make inferences about their beliefs. This 
suggests that once an identification has been made an individual may infer that 
he/she must have been confident because he/she made an identification. It may 
be that predecision confidence measures are better related to accuracy than are 
postdecision confidence measures. 
Possible differences in willingness to make an identification 

It's also possible that willingness to make an identification, independent of 
any changes in accuracy or confidence, may be different in the real world than 
in the laboratory. Real world witnesses may believe that they could make an 
identification but be unwilling to do so. Conversely, witnesses in the real world 
may be operating under pressures, which do not exist in the laboratory (eg., 
feelings of social responsibility). These pressures may affect the witnesses’ 
willingness to make an identification so that the real world witness may feel 
compelled to identify someone especially as crime seriousness increases. The 
Malpass and Devine (1980) study provides some support for this hypothesis by 
demonstrating that willingness to make an identification is not a constant, but 
rather increases with consequences to the offender. However, none of Malpass 
and Devine’s subjects were aware that they were participating in an experiment; 
and therefore, the Malpass and Devine study can not provide information about 


possible differences between the laboratory witness and the real world witness. 
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Because of the possible differences between identifications in the 
laboratory and in the real world, it is important to experimentally determine 
whether the standard experimental eyewitness procedure is applicable to the 
criminal justice system. 

Possible interaction between laboratory variables and real world variables 
The problems of generalizability extend further than just questions of 
whether accuracy, confidence, and willingness to identify a suspect are different 
in the two situations. It's possible that variables present in the real world may 
interact with standard eyewitness variables such as functional size. For example, 

it may be that the functional size effect results from the willingness of 
laboratory witnesses to identify the lineup member who most closely fits their 
remembrance of the criminal. When functional size is low the innocent suspect 
is the best fit, but when functional size is high, the foils are also good fits 
and draw choices away from the innocent suspect. However, in the real world, 
it may be that witnesses are not willing to simply select the closest fit. They 
may only be willing to make an identification if there is an absolute fit rather 
than a relative fit. In the real world, increasing functional size may have no 
effect on decreasing identifications of the innocent suspect. It may be that 
independent variables that have been manipulated in the laboratory (e.g., functional 
size) would result in totally different patterns of behavior in the real world. This 
would mean that the laboratory results are not only different from the real 
world results, but also that they are not proportional to results obtainable in 
the real worid. If the results are different in magnitude, but comparable in 
direction, then it would only be necessary to scale the laboratory results in 
order to apply them to the real world. However, if the results are different 
and, in addition, not comparable, generalization from the laboratory to the real 
world would not be justified. 

One way of empirically determining whether the laboratory is an adequate 
representation of the real world is to compare subjects who participate in a 
standard eyewitness experiment with subjects who participate in an identical 
experiment except that the latter are not informed that the crime was staged 


until after the identification is made (ie, manipulation of the information variable). 
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In addition, if any differences should develop, it would be necessary to 
determine whether the laboratory results could be scaled so that they adequately 
represent the real world or whether the information variable interacts with other 
variables so that the performance of the typical laboratory witness is unrelated 
to the real world. The possibility that the information variable interacts with 
standard eyewitness variables can be tested by the inclusion of variables already 
known to affect eyewitness accuracy. 

Both presence-absence of the criminal and functional size are known to 
affect eyewitness accuracy. The inclusion of functional size is particularly 
advantageous since research (Lindsay & Wells, 1980) has shown that accuracy 
increases when the functional size is increased from 1.10 to 2.44. However, it 
has not yet been determined whether the relationship between functional size 
and accuracy is linear. The inclusion of functional size would provide evidence 
as to whether even higher functional size lineups produce further increases in 
accuracy. 

If no significant differences occur between the informed and uninformed 
groups, then the standard laboratory procedure is supported as a means of 
generalizing to the real world. Of course, it is still possible that the two 
situations differ with respect to variables other than the presence-absence 
variable and the functional size variable (e.g., crime seriousness). If a significant 
difference occurs between the informed and uninformed groups and an 
interaction does not occur between the information variable and one of the 
other variables, the standard laboratory procedure is still validated although the 
results of laboratory studies will have to be appropriately adjusted before they 
can be applied to the real world. 

Certain types of interactions would indicate a serious problem with 
generalization. If, for example, the information variable serves to either eliminate 
or reverse the effect of the functional size variable, then future work on 
functional size should be done with uninformed witnesses. If, however, the 
information variable moderates or accentuates the functional size effect, then 
future work on functional size may be valid within an informed-witness 


paradigm as long as appropriate precautions of interpretation are made (eg, that 
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the effect might be less/more robust with uninformed witnesses). 
Summary 

A considerable amount of research has been done on the factors that 
affect facial recognition. However, it is doubtful whether facial recognition 
research is generalizable to the task of the eyewitness in the real world. 
Eyewitness laboratories have also generated a considerable quantity of research, 
but the fact that subjects become aware that the crime was staged prior to 
viewing the lineup raises the possibility that eyewitness research is also not 
generalizable to the task of the real world eyewitness. It is possible to 
determine whether the standard laboratory eyewitness research procedure 
generalizes to the real world by experimentally manipulating whether or not the 
subject is informed that the crime was staged and, at the same time, 
manipulating a second variable known to affect eyewitness accuracy. 

Seven separate questions are being tested in this experiment. First, 
accuracy rates may be different for subjects who believe that they are 
participating in an experiment (i.e, informed group) than they are for subjects 
who do not possess this information (i.e, uninformed group). Second, confidence 
may not be the same for the informed and uninformed groups. Third, the 
relationship between confidence and accuracy may be different for the informed 
and uninformed groups. Fourth, willingness to make an identification may differ 
for the two groups. Fifth, predecision confidence ratings may be more closely 
related to accuracy than are the standard postdecision confidence ratings. Sixth, 
functional size has an inadequate empirical base at the higher levels of 
functional size. This experiment attempts to determine whether higher levels of 
functional size replicate Lindsay & Wells (1980). Seventh, functional size may not 


have the same effect for informed and uninformed groups. 
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|. Method 


A. Subjects 

One hundred and eighty-four introductory psychology students participated 
in the experiment as part of their course credit. In addition, ten subjects were 
eliminated because they did not believe the cover story; 12 subjects were 
eliminated because they knew one of the confederates or a member of the 


lineup; and one subject was eliminated because of experimental foul—up. 


B. Design 

A 2 (present-absent) x 2 (informed-uninformed) x 2 (functional size) x 3 
(Choice of Subject) design was used. The present-absent variable was necessary 
because a one-suspect lineup means that correct identification can only be 
made from a criminal present lineup while false identifications can only occur 
with a criminal absent lineup. (See Lindsay & Wells, 1980.) The functional size 
values for the four lineups (i.e, criminal present, high functional size; criminal 
present, low functional size; criminal absent, high functional size; and criminal 
absent, low functional size) were 3.14, 1.57, 22.0, and 3.67 respectively. These 
values were determined by pilot work in which a general description of the 
criminal was compiled. This description and a set of six pictures were given to 
88 individuals (22 per lineup). None of these 88 individuals had seen the 
criminal confederate. The individuals were asked to select the picture that most 
closely resembled the description. Functional size is the total number of 
identifications per lineup (i.e, 22) divided by the number of identifications of the 
suspect. (See Appendix A for the description used to determine functional size). 

The innocent suspect was the picture that received the highest similarity 
rating to the criminal in the pilot study. The high functional size lineup was 
composed of those pictures that had received the second through sixth highest 
similarity ratings. The low functional size lineup was composed of those pictures 
that had received the lowest scores for similarity to the criminal. The ten 


pictures comprising the middie of the similarity ratings were discarded. 
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The criminal appeared in 50% of the lineups. In the other 50% of the 
lineups the criminal was absent and the innocent suspect took the criminal’s 
place in the lineup. The criminal and innocent suspect were never present in the 
same _ lineup. 

Once the lineups had been formed, the functional size determinations 
were confirmed by further pilot work in which additional similarity data was 
collected. Similarity ratings were obtained for all possible pairwise combinations 
of the suspects and foils of each lineup. A repeated measures ANOVA was 
calculated for the subset of similarity ratings in which a suspect is compared 
to a foil The ANOVA contained a main effect for presence-absence (F (1, 84) 
= 11.949, p = 001) and a main effect for size (F (1, 84) = 7614, p = 
.007). There was no interaction between the presence-absence variable and the 
size variable (F (1, 84) = .070, p = .791). The main effect for size indicates 
that the pictures represent two distinct levels of functional size (i.e, high and 
low). The main effect for presence-absence indicates that the functional sizes 
of the criminal absent lineups are higher than the functional sizes of the 
criminal present lineups. These main effects are in agreement with the functional 
sizes previously determined by using mock witnesses. However, the absence of 
an interaction in the similarity data suggests that the difference between the 
criminal absent, high functional size lineup and the criminal absent, low functional 
size lineup may not be as extreme as suggested by the functional size 


determination. 


C. Procedure 

The experiment required an experimenter, a confederate policeman, and a 
confederate thief dressed as a maintenance worker. Although the experimenter 
and confederates interacted with the subjects, they were blind to the subject's 
experimental group membership. 

The experimenter met the subject and walked with him/her to the 
corridor, which led to the room where the theft occurred. While walking, the 
experimenter explained to the subject that the purpose of the experiment was 


to examine game strategies. The subject was told that he was required to play 
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a TV game and then take an Embedded Figures Test (Witkin, 1971). Based on a 
review of the literature, Goodenough (1976) has argued that field independence 
is related to intentional learning in a social environment while field dependence 
is related to incidental learning in a social environment. It was thought that this 
eyewitness situation might be an instance of intentional learning in a social 
environment. A modified version of the Embedded Figures Test was used (i.e., 
Section | was skipped, and subjects were given five minutes to complete as 
many problems as possible from Sections II and Ill). When the experimenter and 
subject reached the corridor to the room in which the theft was to occur, the 
subject was told the number of the room and told, "I'm going to give you a 
few minutes to get warmed-up. You'll probably feel more comfortable practicing 
without me watching you so I'll check on the subjects taking the Embedded 
Figures Test and be back in a few minutes’. 

As the subject entered the room, the thief was in the final process of 
disconnecting the TV game from the TV. The thief appeared startled and 
hurridly put the TV game under his jacket. The thief then dropped his 
screwdriver, picked it up while looking at the subject, and then brushed passed 
the subject as he ran out of the room. As the thief ran down the hall, he 
looked over his shoulder three times to see if he was being followed. (Actually, 
he was looking back in order to give the subject more time to view his face). 

Shortly after the theft, the experimenter returned and discovered that the 
TV game had been stolen. The experimenter became upset and questioned the 
subject regarding the missing TV game. The questioning contained the implication 
that the subject may have taken the game. Once the subject supplied the 
experimenter with the fact that the subject had seen someone take the game, 
the subject was told that Campus Security would have to be called and that 
Campus Security would want to speak to the student. It was then suggested 
that the subject might as well participate in the second part of the experiment 
while he/she waited for Campus Security. 

After supposedly calling Campus Security, the experimenter told the 
subject, "Campus Security says other things have been stolen from this building 


recently, and Campus Security thinks there may be a connection between the 
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thefts and all the maintenance work that is being done in the building lately. 
They say that they have pictures of the maintenance men who have been 
working in the building and have been waiting for an opportunity to show the 
pictures to someone. Campus Security says that they'll be right over and that 
they want you to wait for them’. (Mainentance workers were actually working in 
the building at the time). If the subject had not already done so, he usually 
mentioned at this point that the thief looked like an electrician. 

The subject was then given the Embedded Figures Test. The Embedded 
Figures Test served four functions. It kept the subject from thinking about the 
cover story and, thereby, becoming suspicious; it kept the subject busy so he 
could not socialize in the halls; by preventing rehearsal, it created an effect 
similar to the passage of time; and it was thought that the Embedded Figures 
Test might be useful as a predictor of eyewitness accuracy. The experimenter 
went over the Embedded Figures Test instructions with the subject. 

Just before leaving the subject, the experimenter turned the page of the 
Embedded Figures Test booklet so that the book was open to the first figure, 
which the subject was required to find. If there was a small pencil mark in the 
upper right hand corner of this page, the subject was assigned to the 
uninformed condition. If there was no pencil mark, the experimenter told the 
subject, "There was no real theft. The theft you saw was staged by us. We'll 
explain later, but for now we want you to continue to behave the same way 
you would have behaved if we hadn't told you that the theft was staged The 
Campus Security person will be arriving soon, and he’s also one of us.” 

Five minutes later, the Embedded Figures Test was stopped by the arrival 
of the confederate policeman who was dressed in a Campus Security uniform. 
The "policeman" carried an envelope containing six pictures. The pictures had 
been previously placed in the envelope so as to produce one of the four 
possible lineups (i.e, criminal present, high functional size; criminal present, low 
functional size; criminal absent, high functional size; criminal absent, low 
functional size). The envelopes were arranged in a random order, and the 


policeman took the top envelope to the subject. 
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Upon arrival, the policeman asked each subject, "Do you think you can 
make an identification’? The subject's answer was noted in the policeman’'s 
notebook. This response was the predecision measure of witness confidence. 

The policeman then told the subject, "It's possible that none of these 
pictures is the man you saw. In fact, the thief may have been impersonating a 
maintenance man so that he could move in and out of rooms in the building 
without being noticed”. The policeman then handed the subject the envelope 
containing the six pictures. The same ordering of the pictures was used for all 
subjects. After handing the pictures to the subject, the policeman turned his 
back on the subject and faced the wall. Supposedly, this was done to give the 
witness some privacy while he examined the pictures. Actually, it was done to 
insure that the policeman remained blind to condition by insuring that he did not 
see the lineup that was being used. 

After the subject made his/her decision, the policeman asked either, "How 
sure are you that this is the man’? or "How sure are you that none of these 
is the man’? depending on the subject's response. The response to these 
questions was jotted down in the policeman’s notebook and was used as the 
postdecision measure of confidence. The policeman then asked, "Would you be 
willing to come down to the station and view a live lineup"? This response was 
again recorded and was used as a behavioroid measure of the witness's 
willingness to cooperate. In addition, if an identification was made, the policeman 
asked, "Would you be willing to sign a statement to the effect that this was 
the man that you saw in the room’? This response was used as a behavioroid 
measure of confidence. Unfortunately, both behavioroid measures were late 
additions to the research; and therefore, responses are not available for all 
subjects. The experimenter then returned, and the policeman left. 

The experimenter debriefed the subjects. A tunnelling process of 
debriefing was used for the uninformed group to allow the experimenter to 
ascertain whether the subject bought the cover story and also to allow the 
subject to discover the deception for himself and, thereby, save face if he/she 
so desired. The experimenter's debriefing was followed by a second debriefing. 


In the second debriefing, the confederate thief gave the subject further details 
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about the research and obtained a promise of secrecy from the subject. 

The responses to the four confidence questions were examined in order 
to construct a rating scale for the verbal responses. The obtained rating scale 
is presented in Appendix B. Neither the scale constructor nor the raters had 
knowledge of the subjects’ experimental conditions during these two tasks. 
Subjects’ responses were assigned numbers as indicated in Appendix B. A 
second, independent rating was obtained for any response that was not 
specifically stated under the numerical values in the Appendix B scale. For that 
subset of subject responses that were not specifically listed in Appendix B, the 
interrater reliability (.e., perfect agreement between the two judges) for the 
predecision confidence measure, postdecision confidence measure, willingness to 
view a live lineup, and willingness to sign a statement was 76%, 86%, 83%, and 
100% respectively. In addition, when differences between raters occurred, they 


were small (i.e. 1 point). 
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ll. Results 
For each of the experimental conditions, the proportion of each possible 
response (i.e. identify suspect, refuse to make an identification, identify foil #1, 


identify foil #2, etc.) was calculated. These proportions are shown in Table Ill. 


A. Effect of the Information Variable on Accuracy 

A 2 (presence-absence) x 2 (information) x 2 (functional size) x 3 
(choice) Chi Square was calculated. Catagory membership in the 
presence—absence, information, and functional size catagories was determined by 
the experimental condition to which a subject was assigned. Catagory 
membership for the choice variable was determined by the subject's response 
to the lineup. Three responses were possible (i.e, selection of either the guilty 
or innocent suspect, selection of a foil, or a refusal to make an identification). 
See Table IV for Chi Square Summary Table. 

The information x choice interaction from this Chi Square was not 
significant (Chi Square (2) = 2.494, p = .287). This indicates that the informed 
group did not differ from the uninformed group in the liklihood of identifying 
the suspects, the foils, or refusing to make an identification. However, both 
identifications of the suspect and refusals to make an identification can be 
either accurate or inaccurate depending on whether a criminal present or a 
criminal absent lineup was used. In order to determine the effect of the 
information variable on witness accuracy, it is necessary to examine the 
presence-absence x information x choice interaction. This interaction was 
significant (Chi Square (2) = 6475, p = .039). See Table V. When the criminal 
was present, the uninformed group selected the suspect (i.e, the criminal) 
marginally less often than did the informed group (Z = 1.752, p = .08). In 
addition, when the criminal was present, the uninformed group selected 
significantly more foils than did the informed group (Z = 2.658, p = .007). The 
difference in refusals to make an identification was not significant (Z = .662, p 
= .509). 


A separate Chi Square was calculated for the information x choice 
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interaction for the criminal present groups. The interaction was significant (Chi 
Square (2) = 7.504, p = .023). This indicates that when the criminal is present, 
the information variable affects the witnesses’ choices; and the previously 
calculated Z scores indicates the direction of the effect (ie, a decrease in 
identifications of the suspect and increase in identifications of the foils for the 
uninformed group relative to the informed group). This means that when the 
criminal is present, manipulation of the information variable affects witness 
accuracy. 

A separate Chi Square was also calculated for the information x choice 
interaction for the criminal absent groups. This Chi Square was not significant 
(Chi Square (2) = .868, p = .648). In addition, when the criminal was absent 
there were no significant differences between informed and uninformed groups 
with respect to identifications of the suspect (i.e, innocent suspect), 
identifications of the foils, or refusals to make an identification (Zs = 0, .907, 
& .847 respectively; p = 1.0, .363, & .395 respectively). When the criminal was 
absent from the lineup, accuracy was not affected by the information variable. 

In summary, when the criminal was in the lineup, the uninformed subjects 
were less accurate than the informed subjects (ie. identified foils rather than 
the criminal). However, when the criminal was absent from the lineup, the 
information variable had no effect on witness accuracy (i.e, no statistical 
differences between informed and uninformed groups with respect to choices 


of the suspect, choices of the foils, or refusals to make an identification). 


B. Effect of Presence-Absence Variable on Accuracy 

There were no predictions made regarding a main effect for the 
presence-absence variable on accuracy. However, a basic assumption in 
eyewitness research is that identifications of the suspect will be greater under 
the criminal present condition than under the criminal absent condition and that 
refusals to make an identification will be greater under the criminal absent 
condition than under the criminal present condition. 

The overall Chi Square analysis revealed a significant presence-absence x 


choice interaction (Chi Square (2) = 15.190, p = .0005). Further analysis of this 
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interaction demonstrated that significantly more identifications of the suspect 
occurred when the criminal was present than when the criminal was absent (Z 


= 3.861, p = .000). Also significantly fewer refusals to make an identification 


occurred when the criminal was present as compared to when the criminal was 


absent (Z = 2.510, p = .012). The criminal present and criminal absent lineups 
did not differ in the number of times a foil was selected (Z = 818 p = 
412). 


In summary, the presence-absence x choice interaction indicates that 
witnesses were significantly more likely to identify the criminal than the innocent 
suspect. In addition, if the criminal was not in the lineup, witnesses were 
significantly more likely to refuse to make an identification than they were when 


the criminal was in the lineup. 


C. Effect of Information Variable on Confidence Ratings 

It was thought that there might be a qualitative difference between those 
individuals who actually made an identification and those who did not. On this 
basis, the subjects were split into choosers (ie. individuals who identified either 
the suspect or a foil) and nonchoosers (i.e., individuals who refused to make an 
identification). A 2 (presence-absence) x 2 (information) x 2 (functional size) x 2 
(choosing vs. nonchoosing) weighted means ANOVA was calculated for the 
predecision confidence measure (i.e, "Do you think you can make an 
identification’)? Similar ANOVAs were calculated for the postdecision confidence 
measure (i.e, "How sure are you that this is the man?”), and for the behavioroid 
measure of cooperation (i.e, willingness to view a live lineup). (The behavioroid 
measure of confidence (ie., willingness to sign a statement) was only collected 
from choosers). There were no main effects for choice and no interactions 
between choice and any other variable. The ANOVAs were collapsed over 
choice. A 2 (presence-absence) x 2 (information) x 2 (functional size) ANOVA 
was calculated for the predecision confidence measure, the postdecision 
confidence measure, the cooperation measure, and the behavioroid measure of 
confidence. None of these ANOVAs contained either a main effect for 


information or an interaction between the information variable and the other 
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variables in the experiment. 

Some of the collapsed confidence ANOVAs included main effects for the 
presence-absence variable, thereby, indicating confidence was affected by 
whether or not the criminal was present. The postdecision confidence ANOVA 
suggested that witnesses were marginally (F (1, 175) = 2.925, p = .089) less 
confident when criminal absent lineups were used than when criminal present 
lineups were used. Willingness to sign a statement was also affected by the 
presence-—absence variable. When a criminal absent lineup was used, subjects 
were significantly (F (1, 39) = 10.254, p = .003) less willing to sign a 
statement. 

As would be expected, there was no presence-absence effect in the 
predecision confidence ANOVA (F (1, 176) = .035, p = .851). There was also 
no presence-absence effect on willingness to view a live lineup (F (1, 110) = 
6563p F706). 

In summary, there was no evidence that manipulation of the information 
variable affected the amount of confidence experienced by. the witness. 
However, the presence-absence variable did affect the postdecision confidence 


measure and the behavioroid confidence measure. 


D. Effect of Information Variable on Predictors of Accuracy 

There is support for the hypothesis that the confidence-accuracy 
relationship is affected by the information variable. 

Ideally each lineup should contain only one suspect. Based on this ideal, 
the most ecologically valid way to calculate the confidence-accuracy correlations 
would be to base the correlations on only those individuals who identify the 
suspect because only these identifications will result in further criminal justice 
proceedings. Because of the desirability of ecological validity, 
confidence-accuracy correlations were calculated for only those individuals who 
identified the suspect. See Table VI for confidence-accuracy correlations for 
suspect identifications, and see Table X for an examination of the differences 
between informed and uninformed groups with respect to the effectiveness of 


accuracy predictors. Accuracy was defined as an identification of the criminal 
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while inaccuracy was defined as an identification of the innocent suspect. 

Predecision confidence was not significantly correlated with accuracy for 
the informed group (r = .189, p = .366, n = 25) or for the uninformed group 
(rf = —370, p = .131, n = 18). However the correlation for the informed 
group was marginally higher than the correlation for the uninformed group (Z = 
1.729, p = .084). 

Postdecision confidence was significantly correlated with accuracy for the 
informed group (r = 529, p = .007, n = 25) but not for the uninformed 
group (r = .295, p = .235, n = 18). However, the postdecision 
confidence-accuracy correlation for the informed group was not significantly 
greater than the same correlation for the uninformed group (Z = .851, p = 
95) 

Willingness to view a live lineup was not significantly correlated with 
accuracy for the informed group (r = .174, p = 520, n = 16), but it was 
correlated with accuracy for the uninformed group (r = .6629, p = .029, n = 
12). However, the difference between informed and uninformed groups was not 
significant (Z = 1.301, p = .194). 

Willingness to sign a statement was significantly correlated with accuracy 
for both the informed group (r = .719, p = .006, n = 13) and the uninformed 
group (r = .765, p = .010, n = 10). The difference between informed and 
uninformed groups was not significant (Z = .207, p = .834). 

There are two problems with basing the confidence-accuracy correlations 
only on suspect identifications . First, only a small percentage of the witnesses 
identified the suspect, therefore, the correlations are based on a small number 
of subjects. Second, the criminal justice system sometimes uses multiple suspect 
lineups thereby increasing the ecological validity of correlations based on all 
choosers (i.e, witnesses who identify a foil or a suspect). Ecological validity 
would seem to preclude the inclusion of nonchoosers, however, because 
witnesses who do not make an identification are not likely to be asked to 
testify in court (Wells & Lindsay, 1980). Basing the correlations on all witnesses 
who make an identification (ie, choosers), allows the experimenter to increase 


the number of subjects who contribute to the correlations without losing 
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ecological validity. In this case, accuracy was defined as an identification of the 
criminal while inaccuracy was defined as an identification of the innocent 
suspect or an identication of a foil. For all witnesses who made a choice, 
there was a correlation (F = .331, p = .001, n = 93) between the postdecision 
confidence measure and accuracy. There was also a correlation (r = 405, p = 
005, n = 47) between willingnes to sign a statement and accuracy. See Table 
VIL The accuracy correlations were consistently higher for the informed group. 
However, the differences between the informed and uninformed groups were 
not statistically significant. See Table X. 

For the uninformed group, both of the behavioroid measures were 
significantly correlated with accuracy when the correlations were only based on 
suspect identifications (i.e, criminal or innocent suspect). However, when the 
correlations were based on all identifications, the behavioroid measures for the 
uninformed group were not significantly correlated with accuracy. The uninformed 
group made a large number of foil identifications. The fact that the behavioroid 
measures were correlated with accuracy for suspect identifications but not for 
identifications in general indicates that uninformed subjects were more confident 
of their identifications of the criminal as compared to identifications of the 
innocent suspect, but not more confident of their identifications of the criminal 
as compared to their identifications of the foils. 

It's possible to argue that non-identifications should also be included in 
any confidence-accuracy correlation since non-identifications of the innocent 
suspect are a form of accuracy, while non-identifications of the criminal are a 
form of inaccuracy. In addition, Wells & Lindsay (1980) have shown that 
non-identifications provide information, which can be used to revise the 
predecision probability that the suspect is the criminal. Thus, even though courts 
must deal almost exclusively with choosers only, decreasing the probability that 
the suspect is the criminal (i.e, suspect is not identified) can be as important as 
increasing the probability that the suspect is the criminal (i.e, the suspect is 
identified). For this reason, confidence-accuracy correlations were also 
recalculated for nonchoosers only. See Table Vill. For nonchoosers, accuracy 


was defined as a refusal to make an identification if a criminal absent lineup 
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was being viewed. Inaccuracy was defined as a refusal to make an identification 
if a criminal present lineup was being viewed. 

Since only those subjects who made an identification were asked if they 
were willing to sign a statement, an analysis of nonchoosers was not possible 
for this measure. None of the correlations for nonchoosers were significant. 

Choosers and nonchoosers were combined in order to provide a total 
confidence-accuracy picture. See Table IX. For the criminal present conditions, 
accuracy was defined as an identification of the suspect (i.e., criminal). For the 
criminal absent conditions, accuracy was defined as a refusal to make an 
identification. For the criminal present conditions, inaccuracy was defined as an 
identification of a foil or a refusal to make an identification. For the criminal 
absent conditions, inaccuracy was defined as an identification of the suspect (i.e., 
innocent suspect) or an identification of a foil. The predecision 
confidence-accuracy correlation and the postdecision confidence accuracy 
correlation were marginally higher for the informed group than for the 
uninformed group (Zs = 1.694 and 1.942 respectively; p = .091 and .052 
respectively. See Table X. 

Because accuracy might be better predicted by a combination of 
predictors than by any particular predictor, the three confidence measures and 
the one cooperation measure were combined into a multiple regression ananlysis. 
The multiple regression was significant (r = 526, p = .008, n = 47). This 
multiple regression was for choosers only because willingness to sign a 
statement was only asked of choosers. The correlation for the informed group 
( = .736, p = .007, n = 22) was marginally higher, (Z = 1.788, p = .0793), 
than the correlation for the uninformed group (r = .3643, p = 56, n = 25). 
See Tables VI and X. 

The Embedded Figures Test was added to the confidence measures as an 
additional predictor of accuracy and a new multiple regression analysis was 
calculated (Fr = 543, p = .045, n = 37). With the addition of the Embedded 
Figures Test, the multiple regression for the informed groups (r = .837, p =.04, 
n = 14) became significantly higher (Z = 2.059, p = .039) than the multiple 
regression for the uninformed group (r = .4048, p = 654, n = 23) 
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In summary, the confidence-accuracy relationship for the informed group 
was almost always higher than the same relationship for the uninformed group. 
See Tables VI through IX. In addition, the multiple regression that included the 
Embedded Figures Test was a significantly better accuracy predictor for the 
informed group than for the uninformed group. Also when the correlations were 
based on the entire subject pool, both the predecision confidence measure and 
the postdecision confidence measure were marginally better accuracy predictors 
for the informed group than for the uninformed group. For suspect 
identifications, predecision confidence was a marginally better accuracy predictor 
for the informed group than for the uninformed group. The above indicates that 
accuracy predictors that worked for the informed group were not adequate for 


predicting the accuracy of the uninformed group. 


E. Effect of Information Variable on Willingness to Make an Identification 
There was no difference between the informed and uninformed group on 
willingness to make an identification. The information x choice interaction from 
the overall Chi square was not significant (Chi Square (2) = 2494, p = .287). 
In addition, the number of informed witnesses who refused to make an 
identification did not differ from the number of uninformed witnesses who 
refused to make an identification (Z = 1.3829, p = .184). The presence-absence 
x information x choice interaction in the overall Chi Square was significant. 
However, the choice pattern difference between informed and uninformed 
witnesses resulted from differences in selections of the suspect and from 
differences in selections of the foils. The informed group did not differ from 
the uninformed group in the number of refusals to make an identification under 
either the criminal present condition (Z = .662, p = .509) or under the criminal 


absent condition (Z = .847, p = .395). 
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F. Predecision Confidence vs. Postdecision Confidence as Accuracy 
Predictors 

Correlation coefficients were calculated for both the predecision 
confidence—accuracy relationship and the postdecision confidence-accuracy 
relationship. The difference between the correlations was not significant, thereby 
indicating that the predecision confidence measure is not more closely related to 
eyewitness accuracy than is the postdecision confidence measure. This result 
holds regardless of whether the data is analyzed in terms of choosers only or 
in terms of nonchoosers only or in terms of the entire subject pool (Zs = 
1.19, .310, 646; p > .05). In addition, none of the confidence or cooperation 
measures !s significantly better than any other of the measures at predicting 


eyewitness accuracy. See Table XI. 


G. Replication of the Functional Size Effect 

This experiment partially replicates the functional size effect of Lindsay 
and Wells (1980). 

The size x choice interaction from the overall Chi Square was significant 
(Chi Square (2) = 6.159, p = .046). See Table XIll. Further analysis of this 
interaction indicated that low functional size resulted in significantly (Z = 2.470, 
p = .014) fewer foil selections than did the high functional size lineups. The 
low and high functional size groups did not differ in selections of the suspect 
or in refusals to identify someone (Zs = 1.050 & 1.329 respectively; p = .294 
& .184 respectively). This indicates that the functional size of the lineup did 
affect witness choices. Although size affects witness choices, this pattern is not 
in line with the conceptual expectations regarding the functional size effect as 
described by Lindsay & Wells (1980) and Wells, Leippe & Ostrom (1979). 

The functional size effect is a hypothesis about the change in the ratio 
of identifications of the criminal relative to identifications of the innocent 
suspect. This change is hypothesized to occur because similarity among lineup 
members is increased, thereby, decreasing choices of both the innocent suspect 
and the criminal. However, the hypothesis predicts that choices of the innocent 


suspect will decrease faster than choices of the criminal. In order to test this 
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hypotheses, one needs to examine the selections of the criminal relative to 
selections of the innocent suspect. One way to do this is to look at the 
presence-absence x size x choice interaction from the overall Chi Square. This 
interaction tells whether the high functional size condition resulted in a different 
presence-absence x choice interaction than did the low functional size condition. 
The three-way interaction was not significant (Chi Square (2) = 1.924, p = 
.382). Nevertheless, because of the importance of the functional size hypothesis 
and the fact that there were specific predictions about its effect, specific 
analyses within the presence-absence x size x choice interaction were 
conducted. 

When the criminal was present the size by choice interaction was 
marginally significant (Chi Square (2) = 5.712, p = .057). See Table XIV. In 
addition, when the criminal was present, the suspect (i.e, the criminal) was 
identified exactly the same number of times by the high functional size group 
as by the low functional size group (i.e. 16). However, when the criminal was 
present, the low functional size group selected significantly fewer foils (Z = 
2.171, p = .03) than did the high functional size group; and the low functional 
size group decided marginally more often than did the high functional size 
group to refuse to make an identification (Z = 1.917, p = .055). 

When the criminal was absent, the size x choice interaction was also 
marginally significant (Chi Square (2) = 4.886, p = .087). See Table XIV. In 
addition, when the criminal was absent, the number of times the high functional 
size group refused to make an identification exactly equalled the number of 
times that the low functional size group refused to make an identification (i.e., 
27). As was the case when the criminal was present, the low functional size 
group choose fewer foils than did the high functional size group. However, 
when the criminal was absent, the difference in selections of foils was not 
significant. The criminal absent analysis also revealed that the low functional size 
group selected the suspect (i.e. innocent suspect) significantly more often than 
did the high functional size group (Z = 2.02, p = .043). 

In summary, when the criminal is present, the high and low functional 


size groups do not differ in selection of the suspect (i.e, criminal) but the high 
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functional size group did select more foils at the expense of refusals to make 
an identification. When the criminal was absent, the high and low functional size 
groups did not differ in refusals to make an identification but the low 
functional size group identified the innocent suspect more often than did the 
high functional size group. These results have an important applied implication 
(Le, increasing functional size may be able to decrease identifications of the 
innocent suspect without decreasing identifications of the quilty suspect). 
However, the results must be viewed with caution because of the nonsignificant 
presence-absence x size x choice interaction. 

Since the functional size hypotheses is a statement about choices of the 
innocent suspect relative to choices of the criminal there is another possible 
way of looking for a functional size effect. It's possible to calculate a presence 
x size Chi Square for only those individuals who identified the suspect (i.e., 
criminal or innocent suspect). This Chi Square is, of course, based on a much 
smaller number of subjects. Nevertheless, the Chi Square was marginally 
significant (Chi Square (1) = 28, p = .094). As can be determined from the 
previous discussion, when the criminal was present, the high functional size 
group and low functional size group identified the criminal an equal number of 
times (i.e. 16). When the criminal was absent, the innocent suspect was 
identified marginally more often (Z = 1.675, p = .093) by the low functional 
size group. See Table XV. 

In summary, there is evidence that functional size of the lineup affects 
witnesses’ choices. However, the evidence for a functional size effect is weak, 
supported by a presence x size interaction for the suspect identifications that 
was only marginally significant. Additional support for a functional size effect 
comes from an internal analysis of the size x presence x choice interaction 
from the overall Chi Square. This analysis shows that the innocent suspect is 
selected significantly less often by the high functional size group, while high and 


low functional size groups identify the criminal at exactly the same rate. 


7 
. aoe ada A ae Wr 
sor tot fn, re iene eis enka ts rie inate sitet tr 
- | wot aris me stpilaanieisia rm atom of eimautay fh eRe, ten ce 


wit was nartt naive siom foecuun rrieiathion’ art! Kaine “quen, axle 


u.@ - itnnicge Boers matogeh és ved ative seeiT que esieetangiedgh’ 


- ‘on? oO anGitan@eeb! sesarcse oF sick bd yer osis lerousme? geiaaer a 


- 
. 
yoeqeue vittup art to erodacitinan onizsei2eb Jorn eqens weaver 


imac Haigienor 4) to eae fotmes tw bevwew sd} " afuae: off “eee 


- naltowrein aciel> « asi) § SOneade~ sara 


eff) to eenioro fvods imnemeiafe 6 di ‘engerh Sour asia ‘ANCAP art sone 
sichezog tories. ai ayeris tieuvrrring ait lorenaiont’ ot sviala) tusoeéve “Iequernt 7 
aoresetq & oiwolia Gf eiditacg cif 'sSTie Asie 'erOvoNl) & 1H) onikant 2 yaw 
aii isageve orl) vajilimeh ofw algubiviaer azortt 10 10! Stopes wo ea 


. 


i ’ a = 
fous s 6 been eowoo fo 247 supe wo - ent *recizue imeconw lo Trane 


> 


viehigwre gsw @igupe WD art sgfarttvevey eicsicive to worn) Ieee 
wt mov? beanie ed wo 2A (C0 = 4 8S =I!) sxéune WO) Ineo : 
este lacie? rain arf: Jneesog ahiw “aniniio srt) nari  sapre2ueaib UCI Hy 
. ’ 


d * at a b ts 1 ‘ " ¢ a ; 4 ob Ps ~ sr ae 1 a ¢ \~ omel f ‘” 

‘o ‘eehvew) Supe os fenietng ot PaitdAebi au: 1, ewer lanoirariy wal mm otal 7 
rou? Jorgbue Weepormiert inaedt enw ladipha edi pea!) de. oo) eee 

a; = S) nefto siém yiehifPan Sense 


» V% shal ae - qari aay 


' ti 
- . e ae 
etowtty quem et ae eitr BAgionst fat ecrabiva 2 sedh yee A i 
rn : pe 
famw al Toole esi lsrciiony? 6 76) sonscive «tH! oevewo!M 2egieds See 
; ; a 


tat enruentocehd foudeue Sri! oot hola@ain eye x aandcsio-< vel Reel 
a 


toaits ed enciarmst = Vol Ihdaque IBN OUD ‘gnaoa hi ve hat ylieergram vied cow 


nemaTene epionic x eaneteg » os art to Rievidng iene neal @ 
. | ine ; mes 


. & Tageue Inwsonn ait tit} aware ciaymne 2'T  waiip? iD Ieee a ae un 


_ be fg sliw Mog Bile lsOGHowT Api. Sr yd Aalto Zael vitersortirigity bern 


ore errina ont yivaéke-%% (gfimit? art ytitnabl equeag ek la ve 
, i - ! 


H. Effect of the Information Variable on Functional Size Effect 

The information x size x choice interaction from the Chi Square analysis 
was not significant (Chi Square (2) = 2.498, p = .287). The information x size 
x choice interaction can be used to examine whether the choices under the 
low and high functional size conditions differed for the informed and 
uninformed witnesses (i.e, whether the information variable interacted with the 
size variable). However, in order to determine whether the functional size effect 
is affected by the information variable, it is necessary to include the 
presence-absence variable in the analysis. The presence-absence x information x 
size x choice interaction from tne Chi Square analysis was also not significant 
(Chi Square (2) = 1.972, p = .373,). 

As was discussed previously, the functional size hypothesis is a 
hypothesis about identifications of the suspect. For this reason, a Chi Square 
was calculated for the subset of individuals who identified the suspect. This Chi 
Square examined the presence-absence x information x size interaction. This Chi 
Square was not significant (Chi Square (1) = .248, p = .618). See Table XVI. In 
summary, there was no evidence that the information variable influenced the 


functional size effect. 


|. Other Findings 

Embedded Figures Test 

The Embedded Figures Test was not significantly correlated with accuracy. 
This was true regardless of whether the correlation was based on the entire 
subject pool or only on those individuals who made an identification of the 
suspect or an identification of a foil (ie, choosers) (rs = .091 and .151 
respectively; p = .266 and .192 respectively). 
Intercorrelations between the three confidence measures and the cooperation 
measure 

The three confidence measures and the cooperation measure tended to 
be highly correlated with one another. See Table XIl for the correlations 


between confidence measures. 
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Ill. Discussion 
The information variable affected the distribution of witnesess’ identification 
errors. When the criminal was present in the lineup, uninformed witnesses 
identified foils more often and identified the suspect less often than did the 
informed witnesses. No differences between identifications of informed and 
uninformed witnesses occurred in criminal absent conditions. In addition, there is 
evidence that the information variable affects the accuracy—confidence 
relationship in such a manner that the use of confidence as a predictor of 
accuracy may work less well in actual criminal identifications than it does when 
the witnesses know that they are participating in an experiment. The information 
variable does not appear to have an effect on confidence of witnesses or on 


witnesses’ willingness to make an identification or on the functional size effect. 


A. Effect of Information Variable on Accuracy 

The original suggestion that the information variable might affect accuracy 
was based on two separate hypotheses. The first hypothesis suggested that 
accuracy might decline for the uninformed group since at recall they would be 
operating at a higher level of arousal. 

The presence-absence x information x choice interaction in the overall 
Chi Square can not be explained in terms of the arousal hypothesis. The 
uninformed witnesses were only less accurate than the informed witnesses when 
the criminal was present. When the criminal was absent, accuracy was not 
affected by the information variable. A decrement due to increased arousal at 
retrieval should have the same effect on both the criminal present and criminal 
absent conditions. The explanation also can not be in terms of the uninformed 
group tending to refuse to make identifications and, thereby, automatically being 
accurate in the criminal absent conditions. Informed and uninformed groups did 
not significantly differ in refusals to make an identification. In addition, when the 
criminal present condition and criminal absent condition were analyzed separately, 
informed and uninformed witnesses still did not significantly differ in refusals to 


make an identification. 
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The presence-absence x information x choice interaction indicates that 
when the criminal was present informed and uninformed witnesses did not 
differ with respect to whether or not an identification was made. However, 
when the criminal was present, the uninformed group made fewer identifications 
of the suspect and more identifications of the foils than did the informed 
group. When the criminal was absent, informed and uninformed witnesses did 
not differ in their pattern of choices. 

The second hypothesis stated that the consequences of an identification 
are different for the real world witness than for the laboratory witness. It was 
suggested that this difference might cause a criterion shift, which in turn, might 
result in increased accuracy for the uninformed group. The differential 
consequences hypothesis is equally untenable. That is, the uninformed group was 
less accurate than was the informed group. In addition, the reduction in 
accuracy was not the result of the uninformed group being less willing to 
commit themselves to a choice. When the criminal is present, the uninformed 
subjects behaved as though they believed he was present and made a selection. 
Unfortunately, they often selected a foil. When the criminal was absent, the 
uninformed subjects behaved as though the criminal was absent and increased 
their refusals to make an identification. This type of behavior can not be 
explained in terms of increased caution. If the witnesses were merely being 
cautious, a refusal to identify would have been the most appropriate response 
for both the criminal present and criminal absent conditions. Instead, the 
uninformed, criminal present witnesses identified a foil. This is particularly 
important since our witnesses believed that every lineup member was a suspect. 
Therefore, an identification of a foil would not be harmless. Any explanation for 
the witnesses’ behavior must include an explanation for increased identifications 
of the foils when the criminal was present. 

When the criminal present lineups were used, the uninformed group was 
less accurate than when the criminal absent lineups were used. They were also 
less accurate than their counterparts in the criminal present informed groups. 
This indicates that the information variable interacts with possibly the most 


important variable in the eyewitness paradigm (ie, the presence-absence variable). 
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Nevertheless, this experiment does not support either of the initial hypotheses. 

The data show an unexpected and pronounced tendency for Foil 2 to be 
2-\/2 times more likely to be identified when the thief was present than when 
the thief was absent in the uninformed, high functional size conditions. This runs 
counter to all previous literature and seems to defy the logic of the situation. 
It seems only reasonable that the presence of the target should have diminished 
rather than enhanced the rate at which distractors were chosen. At this point 
there seems to be no logical explanation for which there is firm data. 

Nevertheless, the information variable interacts with at least one variable 
(i.e, the presence-absence variable) in the eyewitness paradigm. With respect to 
choices of foils and choices of the suspect, the informed and uninformed 
witnesses had opposite choice patterns when the criminal was present but not 
when the criminal was absent. If the real world lineup happened to be a 
criminal present lineup, there is evidence that real world witnesses who made 
an idenfication would not only behave differently from informed laboratory 
witnesses but the real world witnesses would behave in a manner that was 
totally unpredicted by the behavior of informed witnesses. On the other hand, if 
the criminal was not in the real world lineup, there is evidence that laboratory 
witnesses and real world witnesses would behave similarly. However, in the real 
world it isn't possible to distinguish a criminal present lineup from a_ criminal 
absent lineup. Therefore, it isn't possible to generalize from informed 
eyewitnesses to real world eyewitnesses since it's always possible that the 
generalization is being made to a criminal present lineup. 

In an applied sense, this experiment indicates that one should only have 
one suspect in a lineup. If the criminals presence increases the rate at which 
uninformed witnesses select foils, it is imperative that two suspects, one of 


whom may be innocent, never appear in the same lineup. 
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B. Effect of Information Variable on Confidence Ratings and on Predictors 
of Accuracy 

The informed and uninformed groups did not differ in the amount of 
expressed confidence. However, the information variable affected the relationship 
between confidence and accuracy. In general, the informed group tended to 
have higher but not significantly higher, correlations between the predictors of 
accuracy and accuracy. Overall, informed and uninformed witnesses marginally 
differed on both the predecision confidence-accuracy correlation and the 
postdecision confidence-accuracy correlation. When the correlations were based 
on only those individuals who identified a suspect (i.e, criminal or innocent 
suspect), informed and uninformed subjects still marginally differed with respect 
to the predecision confidence-accuracy correlation. In addition, the difference 
between the two groups was marginally significant when the three confidence 
measures and one cooperation measure were combined into a multiple 
regression. More importantly, when the three confidence measures and the 
cooperation measure and the Embedded Figures Test score were all combined 
into a multiple regression, the differences between informed and uninformed 
groups became significant. For all of the marginally significant and significant 
comparisons, the informed group's confidence-accuracy correlation was superior 
to the uninformed group's confidence-accuracy correlation. 

The results indicate that it's possible to develop a combination of 
predictors for informed witnesses which, when combined into a multiple 
regression, account for 70% of the variance. Unfortunately, this same set of 
predictors can only account for 16% of the variance of the uninformed 
witnesses. The information variable affected witness accuracy but did not affect 
witness confidence. This is precisely the type of phenomenon that Leippe (1980) 
described and that led to his prediction that accuracy-confidence relationships 
would decrease under real world conditions. Therefore, it is not surprising that 
the accuracy-confidence relationship is affected by the information variable. By 
relying on a combination of predictors, which work in the laboratory, one may 
be mislead into believing that the combination will predict accuracy in the real 


world. However, the combination may be totally inadequate for separating 
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accurate and inaccurate witnesses in the real world. It is already known that 
witnesses are not sensitive to situational variables, which affect accuracy (Lindsay 
et al, 1980). Variables operating in the real world may be another example of 
situational variables that affect witnesses’ accuracy without an appropriate 


modification of witnesses’ confidence. 


C. Willingness to Make an Identification 

No differences in willingness to make an identification may appear to 
contrast with Malpass and Devine (1980) in which increasing crime seriousness 
increased the subjects’ willingness to make identifications. However, Malpass and 
Devine explain their increased willingness in terms of the witness's personal 
cost-benefit analysis. Increasing crime seriousness served to justify the personal 
cost (e.g, possible court appearance) for the witness. In the present study, the 
personal cost to the low seriousness group (informed group) is the same 
whether the subject makes an identification or not. Considerations faced by 
Malpass and Devine's low seriousness group do not apply to the present low 
seriousness group. All of Malpass and Devine’s (1980) witnesses were 
uninformed witnesses (i.e. believed that a crime had occurred). Seriousness was 
manipulated by increasing the consequences for the criminal. In the present 
study, it might be argued that seriousness was manipulated by manipulating the 
information variable (i.e, half the subjects believed that a crime had occurred, 
while the other half believed that the crime was simulated). If we consider the 
information variable to be a manipulation of seriousness, it is at least a 
different type of seriousness than was the case in Malpass and Devine. In this 
study, it might be argued that the uninformed group may have been motivated 
to make an identification (i.e, equivalent to Malpass and Devine's high serious 
group). However, since the informed group was not faced with the negative 
personal side effects of a real world eyewitness identification, they may have 


been as willing as the uninformed group to attempt an identification. 
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D. Predecision Confidence vs. Postdecision Confidence Ratings 

Although this study did not find that the predecision confidence measure 
was more closely related to accuracy than the standard postdecision confidence 
measure, it may be that other predecision measures would fare better. This 
study measured confidence prior to seeing the lineup. One could possibly 
measure confidence after viewing the lineup, but before making a decision. One 
might expect that it is difficult to estimate confidence when one has not yet 
seen the pictures, but, easier to estimate confidence after seeing the pictures. 
However, once the pictures have been seen, the witness may automatically make 
a covert identification decision. thereby making this measure a type of 


postdecision measure. 


E. Functional Size Effect 

Functional size is a hypotheses about suspect identifications; and 
therefore, the most appropriate method for analyzing a possible functional size 
effect is the presence-absence x size interaction for suspect identifications. This 
Chi Square was only marginally significant. However, there were relatively few 
suspect identifications; and so this Chi Square is based on a small number of 
subjects (i.e. 42 subjects or 23% of the total number of subjects). It's 
interesting to note that when the criminal was present, witnesses in the high 
and low functional size conditions identified the criminal equally often. All errors 
in the criminal present conditions occurred because the foils drew choices at 
the expense of the refusal to make an identification catagory. (This can be 
determined from Table Ill and from Table XIV). In the real world, if a one 
suspect lineup is used, identifications of a foil do not result in prosecution of 
an innocent suspect. The foil is known to be innocent and no prosecution 
ensues. That is, in the real world criminal present lineup, choices of a foil and 
refusals to make an identification are functionally equivalent. 

On the other hand, when a criminal absent lineup was used, the high 
functional size lineup reduced the selection of the innocent suspect. In addition, 
when the criminal was absent, the correct response is a refusal to make an 


identification. Both Table Ill and Table XIV indicate that high and low functional 
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size witnesses choose this response equally often. 

When the criminal was present, increasing functional size did not detract 
from identifications of the criminal. When the criminal was absent, increasing 
functional size did not reduce refusals to make an identification. However, the 
high functional size did provide a reasonable alternative to the innocent suspect, 
and thereby, reduced false identifications. The low functional size lineup 
increased the probability of a false identification of the innocent suspect 
because it increased the probability that a witness would identify the innocent 
suspect if the witness merely identified the person that looked most like the 
criminal. From an applied perspective, these results suggest that high functional 
size lineups may result in negligible cost (i.e, nonidentifications of the criminal) 
to the criminal justice system while simultaneously reducing identifications of the 


innocent suspect. 


F. Effect of Information Variable on Functional Size Effect 

It was originally speculated that the information variable might interact 
with functional size. The fact that only a marginal functional size effect was 
obtained, makes it difficult to know what relationship, if any, exists between the 
information variable and the functional size variable. 

It's possible that a functional size effect difference between informed 
and uninformed groups was artificially hidden by the experimental procedure. All 
subjects in this experiment were treated atypically for eyewitness research. All 
subjects experienced accusations and questioning from the experimenter. They 
anticipated an interaction in the near future, with Campus Security, and they 
observed the experimenter's upset over the equipment loss. All of these things 
were experienced before the informed group discovered that the theft was an 
experiment. The subjects became emotionally upset over the theft and the 
upcoming identification. 

It may be that this experience made the informed group particularly 
careful to avoid a second deception by us. Many of the subjects mentioned 
being chagrined at being deceived by us since they had previously been 


deceived in one or two other psychology experiments. In addition, subjects’ 
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judgments regarding the thief’'s personality (e.g., attractiveness), may have 
simplified the identification task. When a criminal present, low functional size 
lineup was used, the now cautious informed subjects may have thought the task 
was too easy and suspected a further trick. This suspicion may have caused 
the subjects to play it safe and refuse to make an identification. When a 
criminal present, high functional size lineup was used, the task difficulty may 
have been sufficient to prevent suspicion of a possible second deception. 

There is some support in the data that this, in fact did happen. The 
informed, criminal present, high functional size subjects identified the criminal 
50% more often than did the informed, criminal present, low functional size 
subjects (i.e, 12 identifications vs. 8). While this difference was not statistically 
significant (Z = 1.16, p = .123), the result is unusual. This is the only instance 
in either this experiment or in Lindsay & Wells (1980) where the high functional 
size group identified the criminal more often than did the low functional size 
group. It is also surprising because identifying the criminal from the high 
functional size lineup is believed to be more difficult than identifying the 
criminal from the low functional size lineup. Increased difficulty is thought to 
occur because the high functional size lineup contains more feasible distractors, 
and these distractors draw choices away from the suspect. If the experimental 
procedure reduced the robustness of the functional size effect for informed 
subjects, this could not only explain why informed and uninformed subjects did 
not differ with respect to the functional size effect but it could also explain 
why the overall functional size effect was only marginally significant. 

The inclusion of a third group would have been beneficial. This third 
group should have received the standard eyewitness experience (i.e, immediate 
information that the theft was staged). This would have allowed the comparison 
of the uninformed group to the standard informed group and to an informed 
group, which only differed from the uninformed group on the information 


variable. 
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G. Summary 

In addition to the information variable, this experiment manipulated two 
variables-—presence—absence of the criminal in the lineup and functional size. 
Possible predictors of accuracy were also assessed. The information variable 
interacted with the presence-absence variable. In addition, it was demonstrated 
that there exists at least one combination of accuracy predictors, which was a 
powerful predictor for informed subjects (i.e, accounted for 70% of the 
variance) but not for uninformed subjects (ie, accounted for 16% of the 
variance). The functional size effect was only marginally significant, and the 
information variable did not signficiantly modify the functional size effect. 
However, it is possible that the experimental design obscurred both the 
functional size effect and differences between informed and uninformed 
witnesses with respect to the functional size effect. This study indicates caution 
should be used in generalizing from the laboratory to the real world. In 
addition, the inclusion of a third group, which receives the standard eyewitness 


experience, would make future research easier to interpret. 
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Table | 


Matrix Depicting Situation for Witnesses in the Real World 


Criminal 
Present 


Criminal 
Absent 


Identification 


Box. 
Hit 
You appear in court. 


Criminal possibly goes 
to jail. 


Box 3 
False Alarm 


You appear in court. 
Innocent person 
possibly 

goes to jail. 


No Identification 


Box2 
Miss 


Criminal is released. 


Box 4 
Correct Rejection 


Innocent person is 
released. 


45 


aaitectumesl ov! nentasitynobi 


Saqh » A. gh AGE 
P anv a 


beesoie) 2 lanimin? Pues py) Sagage vey 
2300 viieeoa: itt 
. in 


bh «0d €) 408 
notfagjeA tpevie) ramiA sgiet 
* ore 7 m , wes 7 aéeqgs voy. 
Sader Seiwa naar 

" : 
list of ebog 


Matrix Depicting Situation for Witnesses in the Eyewitness Laboratory 


Criminal 
Present 


Criminal 
Absent 


Table | 


Identification 


Box 1 
Hit 


Satisfaction of a 
correct choice. 


Box 3 
False Alarm 


Dissatisfaction of an 
error. 


No Identification 


Box2 
Miss 


Dissatisfaction of an 
error. 


Box 4 
Correct Rejection 
Satisfaction of a 


correct 
choice. 
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Table V 


Presence-Absence x Information x Choice Interaction 
From Chi Square Analysis 


Criminal Present Condition 


Suspect Foil Refusals 

Identifications Identifications to Identify 
Informed Group 20 6 20 
Uninformed 12 17 17 


Group 


Note: Informed and uninformed subjects marginally differed with 
respect to 
suspect identifications in the criminal present condition. 


Note: Informed and uninformed subjects significantly differed with 
respect to foil identifications in the criminal present condition. 


Criminal Absent Condition 


Suspect Foil Refusals 

Identifications Identifications to Identify 
Informed Group 5 16 ade 
Uninformed 5 12 EES) 


Group 


All subjects -— Presence-Absence x Information x Choice Chi 
Square (2) = 6475, p = .039 


Criminal Present Subjects — Information x Choice Chi Square (2) = 
7.504, p = .023 


Criminal Absent Subjects - Information x Choice Chi Square (2) = 
868, p = 648 
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Table Xill 


Size x Choice Interaction From Chi Square Analysis 


Suspect Foll Refusals 
Identifications Identifications to Identify 
High Size 18 ore 41 
Low Size 24 18 50 


Note: Subjects in the high and low size groups significantly 
differed with 
respect to identifications of the foils. 


All subjects - Size x Choice Chi Square (2) = 6.159, p = .046 
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Table XIV 


Presence-Absence x Size x Choice Interaction 
From Chi Square Analysis 


Criminal Present Condition 


Suspect Foil Refusals 
Identifications Identifications to Identify 
High Size 16 16 14 
Low Size 16 Th 23 


Note: High and low functional size subjects significantly differed 
with respect 
to foil identifications in the criminal present condition. 


Note: High and low functional size subjects marginally differed 
with respect 

to refusals to make an identification in the criminal present 
condition. 


Criminal Absent Condition 


Suspect Foil Refusals 
Identifications Identifications to Identify 
High Size 2 U7, 27 
Low Size 8 W 27 


Note: High and low functional size subjects significantly differed 
with respect to identifications of the suspect in the criminal 
absent condition. 


All subjects — Presence-Absence x Size x Choice Chi Square (2) 
= 1924 p = .382 


Criminal Present Subjects — Size x Choice Chi Square (2) = 5.712, 
fap =" Oleg 


Criminal Absent Subjects - Size x Choice Chi Square (2) = 4.886, 
p = .087 
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Table XV 
Suspect Identifications Only 


Presence-Absence x Size Interaction 


Criminal Present Criminal Absent 
High Size 16 Z 
Low Size 16 8 


Note: High and low functional size subjects marginally 
differed with respect to identifications of the suspect when 
the criminal was absent. 


Suspect Identifications Only -— Presence-Absence x Size 
Interaction Chi Square (1) = 28, p = .1 
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Table XVI 
Suspect Identifications Only 
Presence—Absence x Information x Size Interaction 


Criminal Present Condition 


High Size Low Size 
Informed Group ie 8 
Uninformed Group 4 8 


Criminal Absent Condition 


High Size Low Size 
Informed Group 1 
Uninformed Group 1 4 
Suspect Identifications Only - Presence-Absence x 
Information x Size Interaction Chi Square (1) = .248 p = 


618 


Suspect Identifications Only - Criminal Present Condition - 
Information x Size 
Chi Square (1) = 4, p = .046 


Suspect Identifications Only - Criminal Absent Condition — 
Information x Size 
Chi Square (1) = O, p = 1 
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Appendix A 


Description of Thief Provided to Mock Witnesses 


General Description: 
Hair: 

Age: 

Weight: 

Eyes: 

Jaw: 

Complexion: 


Facial Hair: 


Handsome 

Brown, parted, straight, about 3-1/2 inches long 
Between 18-22 

Unknown 

Grey or blue, maybe brown 

Angular 

Clear 


None 
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